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PISA 2018 U.S. Results 


PISA results for financial literacy are in! 

The Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) is a study of 15-year-old students’ performance in reading, 
mathematics, and science literacy conducted every 3 years. The PISA 2018 results provide us with a global view of U.S. 
students’ performance compared to their peers in nearly 80 countries and education systems. 

In PISA 2018, the major domain was reading literacy, although mathematics and science literacy were also assessed. 
The United States, along with 20 other countries and education systems, also participated in the optional financial 
literacy assessment in 2018, with the results released in May 2020. 


Click on the four buttons below to explore the PISA 2018 results by subject area. Make sure to continue reading down 
the page for more information about PISA. 


Reading literacy was the major domain in PISA 2018. As the major domain, about 

half of the assessment was devoted to reading literacy items designed to measure 
students’ ability to engage with texts across a variety of scenarios and tasks, including 
digital contexts. See an example reading item. 


READING 
LITERACY 


Mathematics literacy was a minor domain in PISA 2018. As one of the two minor 
domains, about one-quarter of the assessment was devoted to mathematics literacy 
items designed to measure students’ capacity to formulate, employ, and interpret 


MATHEMATICS mathematics in a variety of contexts. 


LITERACY 


Science literacy was a minor domain in PISA 2018. As one of the two minor domains, 
about one-quarter of the assessment was devoted to science literacy items designed 


to measure students’ ability to engage with science-related issues, and with the ideas 
SCIENCE 


LITERACY of science, as a reflective citizen. 


Financial literacy was an optional domain in PISA 2018. As an optional domain, it 
was presented to a sample of PISA-eligible students as blocks of financial literacy 
items designed to measure their knowledge and understanding of financial concepts, 
products, and risks, and their ability to apply what they know to real-life situations 
ct involving financial issues and decisions. Students who took the financial literacy 
LITERACY assessment were also asked to complete a special questionnaire about their financial 


literacy background and experiences. 


Suggested Citation: Highlights of U.S. PISA 2018 Results Web Report (NCES 2020-166 and NCES 2020-072). US. 
Department of Education. Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics. Available at 
htt) Inces.ed.gov/surveys/pisa/pisa2018/index.asp. 
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By design, PISA aims to measure how well students can apply knowledge obtained both in and out of school to real- 
world tasks as they are nearing the end of compulsory schooling. First conducted in 2000, PISA rotates the focus of the 
assessment among reading, mathematics, and science literacy in each cycle, with one being the major domain and 
the other two being minor domains, Read about the PISA cycle of domains. 


PISA is conducted in the United States by NCES and is coordinated by the Organization for Economic Cooperation 
and Development (OECD), an intergovernmental organization of industrialized countries. The PISA assessment was 
administered to students on computers in the United States and most of the other participating education systems. 
Data collection for the most recent assessment was completed in fall 2018 for the United States. 


Further information about PISA can be found in the technical notes, questionnaires, list of participating OECD and 
non-OECD countries, released assessment items, and FAQs. 
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PISA 2018 Reading Literacy Results 


Explore How U.S. Reading Performance Compared Internationally in 2018 


Reading literacy was the major domain in PISA 2018, as it was in 2000 and 2009, For 2018, the PISA reading literacy 
framework was updated to reflect the evolution and growing influence of technology. Reading involves not only 
the printed page but also digital formats. Increasingly, it requires readers to distinguish between fact and opinion, 
synthesize and interpret texts from multiple sources, and deal with conflicting information across source materials. 


In PISA 2018, reading literacy is defined as students’ capacity to understand, use, evaluate, 
reflect on, and engage with texts in order to achieve one’s goals; develop one’s knowledge 
and potential; and participate in society. 


To take better advantage of the administration of PISA on computer and to improve the measurement of the subject, 
the PISA 2018 assessment of reading literacy included multi-stage adaptive testing for the first time. Instead of 

using fixed, predetermined test booklets, as in previous cycles, the PISA 2018 reading assessment was dynamically 
determined, based on how a student performed in prior stages. Read more about the multi-stage adaptive testing 
design used in PISA. 


International Comparisons of Student Achievement 


How does ther performance of U.S. 15-year-olds in reading compare internationally? 


Compared to the 76 other education systems in PISA 2018, the U.S. average reading literacy score was 
lower than the average in 8 education systems, higher than the average in 57 education systems, and 
not measurably different from the average in 11 education systems. 


* The U.S. average score (505) was higher than the OECD average score (487). 


* Compared to the 35 other OECD members, the U.S. average in reading literacy was lower than the average in 4 
education systems, higher than in 21, and not measurably different than in 10. 


* Ona scale of 0 to 1,000, average scores in reading literacy across the education systems ranged from 555 in B-S- 
3-Z (China) to 340 in the Philippines. 


See table Rl on the next page. 
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Table RI. Average scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA reading literacy scale, by education system: 2018 
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© srerage score is higher than US average score at the O5 level of statistical significance 

@ Average score is lower than US. average score at the O5 level of statistical significance 

7 At least 50 percent but less than 75 percent of the 15-year-old population is covered by the PISA sample 


2 Less ihan 50 percent of the 15-year-old population is covered by the PISA semnple 
NOTE: Education systems are ordered by 2018 average scare. Education systems are matked as OECD coutras if they were OECD members in 2018. The OECD 
average is the average ofthe national averages of the OECD member countries, with each country weighted equally. Inthe case of reading Itracy the 2013 
‘OECD average does not include Spain du to issues with its PISA 2016 reading literacy dala. Although Spain's PISA 2018 data ret international technical 
standards is reading teracy data show unusual student response behavior that prevent its data from being reported at this ime Scares ate reporced on a 
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SOURCE: Organization for Eecnemic Caaperstio 


1d Development (OECD), Program for International Student Assessment (PISA, 2018 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
* Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


What is the percentage of 15-year-olds reaching the PISA proficiency levels in reading? 


In addition to scale scores, PISA describes student performance in each subject area in terms of levels of proficiency, 
from the lowest level (Level 1) to the highest (Level 6). Students were classified into proficiency levels based on their 
scores, Descriptions of the skills and knowledge of students at each proficiency level can be found here. 


In the United States, 14 percent of 15-year-old students in 2018 were top performers in reading literacy, 
scoring at proficiency levels 5 and above; 19 percent were low performers in reading literacy, scoring 
below proficiency level 2. 


* The United States had a larger percentage of top performers in reading literacy than the OECD average (14 vs. 9 
percent, respectively). The U.S. percentage was larger than in 63 education systems, smaller than in 2 education 
systems, and not measurably from Tl education systems. The percentages of top-performing 15-year-old students 
in reading literacy ranged from 26 percent in Singapore to nearly 0 percent in 16 education systems. 


The United States had a smaller percentage of low performers in reading literacy than the OECD average (19 vs. 23 
percent, respectively). The U.S. percentage was smaller than in 51 education systems, larger than in 12 education 
systems, and not measurably different from 13 education systems. The percentages of low-performing 15-year-old 
students in reading literacy ranged from 5 percent in B-S-J-Z (China) to 81 percent in the Philippines. 


See figure R2 on the next page. 
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Figure R2. Percentage of 15-year-old students performing below level 2 or reaching reading literacy proficiency 
levels 5 and above, by education system: 2018 
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systems. B 53-2 (China) refers tothe four PISA participating China provinces Beling, Shanghai Jiangsu, and Zhejana. Although Vietnam participated in PISA 
2018, technical problems wth its data prevent results from being ciccussad inthis report 

SOURCE Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development [CECD), Program for Intemational Student Assessment PISA) 2018. 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
* Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


How large is the gap in reading performance between top and bottom performers? 


Score gaps between top and bottom performers provide one indication of equity within an education 
system. The distribution of U.S. student scores in reading literacy showed a score gap of 282 points 
between the 90th and 10th percentiles. 


* The US. score gap between the 90th and 10th percentiles (282 points) was larger than the score gap across the 
OECD countries on average (260 points). 


* The US, score gap was smaller than the gap in 3 education systems, larger than the gap in 58, and not measurably 
different from the gap in 15 education systems. 


* Internationally, score gaps between the 90th and 10th percentiles ranged from 177 points in Kosovo to 332 points 
in Israel. 


See figure R3 on next page. 
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‘igure R3. Average scores and 10th and 90th percentile scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA reading 
literacy scale and percentile score gaps, by education system: 2018 
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* p< 05 Score gapis significantly different from the US 90th to 1th percentile score gap at the 05 level of statistical significance 
7 At least 50 percent but less than75 percent of the 15-year-old population is covered by the PISA sample by the PISA sample 

2 Less than 50 percent of the IS-year-old population is covered by the PISA sample. 

NOTE: This igure shows the threshold lor cut) scores for the following: (a) 10th percentile—the bottom 10 percent of students (b] 90th percentile—the top 10 
percent of stuclents. The score gap for each education system isthe difference between its 0th and 10th percentile scores The percentile renges ate specific to 
‘each education systems distribution of scores. enabling users to compare scores across education systems. Education systems are orcered by average score 
from largest to smallest. Education systems re marked 2s OECD countnes ifthey were OECD membersin 2018 The OECD average is the average of the national 
averages of the OFCD member countries with each country weighted equally In the case of reading literacy the 2016 OECD average does not include Spain 
‘due to issues with is PISA 2018 reading literacy data Although Spain's PiSA 2018 data met international technical standards its reading iteracy data show 
unusual student response behavior that prevent its data from being reported at this tims. Scores are reported on a scale from 0 to 000. italics indicate non- 
OECD counties and education systems, B-S-7Z (Chine) refers to the four PISA peititipating Chins provinces: Bejing, Shanghai Jiangsu. and Zhejiang, Although 
Vietnam participated in PISA 2018, technical problems with its data prevent results from being discussed in this report 

‘SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECDI, Program for Inteinational Student Assessinent (PISAL, 2013 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file! 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
© Visit the OECD website 


« Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


Trends in Student Achievement 


Has there been any change in 15-year-olds’ performance in reading over time? 
LONG-TERM TREND 


Compared to the first administration of PISA in 2000, the average reading literacy score of U.S. 15-year- 
olds in 2018 (505) was not measurably different from the average score in 2000 (504). 


* Among the 36 other education systems that participated in both 2000 and 2018, there were 10 education 
systems that reported higher average reading literacy scores in 2018 than in 2000. In these education systems, 
score increases ranged from 14 points in Germany to 73 points in Peru. 


* In Tl education systems, average reading literacy scores for 15-year-olds were lower in 2018 than in 2000. In these 
education systems, score declines ranged from 1! points in Italy to 38 points in Thailand. 


See table R4a on the next page. 
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Table Réa. Average scores and changes in average scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA reading literacy 


scale, by education system: 2000 and 2018 
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SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for international Student Assessment (PISA), 2000 and 2018. 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
* Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


SHORT-TERM TREND 
Compared to the most recent PISA score in reading (in 2015), the average reading literacy score of U.S. 
15-year-olds in 2018 (505) was not measurably different from the U.S. average score in 2015 (497). 


* Among the 62 other education systems that participated in both 2015 and 2018, there were 4 education systems 
that reported higher average reading litearcy scores for 15-year-olds in 2018 than in 2015. In these education 
systems, score increases ranged from 14 points in Singapore to 41 points in North Macedonia. 


* In 13 education systems, average reading literacy scores for 15-year-olds were lower in 2018 than in 2015. In these 
education systems, score decreases ranged from 9 points in Latvia to 26 points in Indonesia. 


See table R4b on the next page. 
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“Table Rib. Average scores and changes in average scores of 15-year-old studients on the PISA reading literacy 
scale, by education system: 2015 and 2018 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


Has there been any change over time in the reading performance of U.S. 15-year-olds’ 
scores at selected percentiles? 


In 2018, U.S. students at the 90th and 75th percentiles performed, on average, higher in reading 
literacy than U.S. students in the same percentile groups in 2015, 2012, and 2009, and students at the 
90th percentile also scored higher in 2018 than in 2003. There was no measurable difference between 
the 10th percentile cut score in 2018 (361) and the cut scores in 2015, 2009, and 2000. However, it was 
lower than the 10th percentile cut score in 2012 (378). No measurable differences were observed for the 
cut scores associated with the 25th percentile group in 2018 compared to any of the preceding cycles. 


* Looking at the distribution of U.S. scores in reading literacy, the cut score associated with the 90th percentile in 
2018 (643) was higher than the 90th percentile cut scores in 2015 (624), 2012 (614), 2009 (625), and 2003 (622). 
There was no measurable difference between the U.S. 90th percentile cut scores in 2018 and 2000. 


* The cut score associated with the U.S. 75th percentile in 2018 (584) was also higher than the 75th percentile 
cut scores in 2015 (568), 2012 (561), and 2009 (569). There was no measurable difference between the U.S. 75th 
percentile cut scores in 2018 and 2003, nor was there a difference between the cut scores at this percentile in 
2018 and 2000. 


Figure R5. Average score and selected percentile scores of U.S. 15-year-old students on the PISA reading 
literacy scale: Selected years 2000-2018 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
* Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


Achievement by Student Groups 


Are there gender differences in reading performance among 15-year-olds? 


In 2018, the U.S. female-male score difference (24 points) was not measurably different than the 

score difference across the OECD countries on average (30 points). Female students scored higher, on 
average, than male students on the reading literacy scale in all 77 PISA education systems with reading 
literacy data. 


* The US. gender score gap was smaller than the score gaps in 27 education systems (12 OECD countries and 15 
non-OECD education systems), larger than the gaps in 5 education systems (2 OECD countries and 3 non-OECD 
education systems), and not measurably different from the gaps in 44 education systems (21 OECD countries and 
23 non-OECD education systems). 


* The gender score gap ranged from a difference of 10 score points in Colombia to 65 score points in Qatar. 


See figure R6 on the next page. 
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jure R6. Difference in average scores of 15-year-old male and female students on the PISA reading literacy 
scale, by education system: 2018 
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Difference in average reading literacy scores 


IB Niate-ernale difference in average reading literacy scores is 
statistically significant at the 05 level of significance 


\nterpret date with caution. Estimate is unstable due to high cosfficient of variation (-30 percent and <50 percent) 
1 At least 50 percent but less than 75 percent of the 15-year-old population is covered by the PISA sample. 

2 Lass than 5O percent of the1S- year-old population is covered by the PISA sample. 

NOTE: Education systems are ordered by absolute male-female difference in 2018 average scores, Differences were computed using unrounded numbers. 
Scores are reported on 2 scale from O to 000. Education systems are marked as OECD countries if they were OECD members in 2018. The OECD average is the 
average of the national average differences of the OECD member counties, with each country weighted equally. In the case of reading literacy, the 2018 OECD 
average does rot include Spain due to issues with its PISA 2018 reading literacy data. Although Spain's PISA 2018 data met international technical standards, its 
reading literacy data show unusual student response behavior that prevent its data from being reported at this time Italics indicate non-OECD countries and 
‘education systems. B-S-3-Z (China) refers to the four PISA participating China provinces. Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu, and Zhejiang. Although Vietnam 
participated in PISA 2018, technical problems with its data prevent results from being discussed in this report 

SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program fer International Student Assessment (PISA), 2016, 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


How does the reading performance of U.S. 15-year-olds vary by race/ethnicity? 


In 2018, White and Asian students in the United States scored higher than the overall U.S. average in 
reading literacy, while Hispanic and Black students scored lower. 


* Asian and White students, on average, had higher reading literacy scores (556 and 531, respectively) than the 
overall U.S. average score (505). The average reading literacy score of students reporting Two or more races (501) 
was not measurably different than the U.S. average score. Hispanic and Black students had lower average scores 
(481 and 448, respectively) than the U.S. average score. 


Figure R7. Average scores of U.S. 15-year-old students on the PISA reading literacy scale, by race/ethnicity: 2018 
Move the slider to switch between Scores and Differences. Differences —<@ 
Average score 
1,000 
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si U.S. avg (505) 
26° | | er 
500 eS a! 
450 
400 
350 
300 
° z : 
White Black Hispanic Asian Two or 
more races 
Race/ethnicity 
[BB Race/ethnicity category average score J Diffference between category average score and U.S. average score 
"Interpret data with caution. Estimate Is unstable because the standard error represents more than SO percent of the estimate. 
* p< 05. Significant at the 0S level of statistical significance 
NOTE: Scores are reported on a scale from 0 to 1,000. Reporting standards were not met for American Indian/Alaska Native and Native Hawalian/Other 
Pacific Isiander. Black includes African American, and Hispanic includes Latino, Students who identified themselves as being of Hispanic origin were 
classified as Hispanic, regardless of their race. Although data for some race/ethnicities were not shown separately because the reporting standards were not 
met, they are included in the US. totals. 
‘SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), 2018. 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
« Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


How does the reading performance of U.S. 15-year-olds vary by measures of poverty? 
ECONOMIC, SOCIAL, AND CULTURAL STATUS 


The PISA 2018 questionnaire collected data on two measures of poverty: the economic, social, and 
cultural status (ESCS) index and a U.S.-only free or reduced-price lunch (FRPL) variable. The ESCS index 
is a student-level, international measure of socioeconomic status, while FRPL is a school-level, U.S.- 
only variable of school poverty for public schools only. In 2018, U.S. 15-year-old students had a higher 
average reading literacy score than the OECD average score within each of the four ESCS quarters. 


* Students were grouped into four quarters using the distribution of ESCS scores specific to each education system. 
Those in the bottom ESCS quarter report the highest levels of poverty while those in the top quarter report the 
lowest levels of poverty. 


* Score differences between the United States and OECD average scores were 15, 12, 17, and 25 points in the bottom, 
second, third, and top ESCS quarters, respectively. 


* Average scores in reading by students’ socioeconomic status show that U.S. 15-year-olds in the top ESCS quarter 
performed 99 points higher than those in the bottom quarter. Across the OECD countries on average, this score 
gap was 89 points. 


* The US. score gap between the top and the bottom ESCS quarters was lower than the score gaps in 2 education 
systems and higher than the score gaps in 34 education systems. 


* The score gap between the top and the bottom ESCS quarters ranged from 31 points in Macau (China) to 122 
points in Luxembourg. 


See figure R8 on the next page. 
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Figure R8. Average scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA reading literacy scale, by national quarters of the 
PISA index of economic, social, and cultural status (ESCS): 2018 
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Bottom quarter ‘Second quarter Third quarter ‘Top quarter 


National quarters of the ESCS index 


Wl oecpaverage fj United states 


* p< 05. Significantly different from the US, average at the 0S level of statistical significance, 
NOTE: The PISA index of economic, social, and cultural status (ESCS) was created using student reports on parental occupation, the highest level of parental 
education, and an index of home possessions related to family wealth, home educational resources and possessions related to “classical” culture In the family 
home. The home possessions relating to “classical” culture in the family home included possessions such as works of classical literature, books of poetry, and 
works of art (2.9. paintings). The OECD average is the average of the national averages of the OECD member countries, with each country weighted equally. 
Education systems are included in the OECD average if they were OECD members in 2018. In the case of reading literacy, the 2018 OECD average does not 
include Spain due to Issues with its PISA 2018 reading literacy data. Although Spain's PISA 2018 data met International technical standards, its reading 
fiteracy data show unusual student response behavior that prevent its data from being reported at this time. Average scores by quarter are calculated based 
on the distribution of student scores within each education system. Scores are reported on a scale from 0 to 1,000. 


‘SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for international Student Assessment (PISA), 2018. 


For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
* Visit the OECD website 


« Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 
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FREE OR REDUCED-PRICED LUNCH 


In 2018, students in U.S. public schools with the highest levels of poverty (75 percent or more of 
students eligible for FRPL) scored, on average, 50 points lower than the overall U.S. average in reading 
literacy, whereas students in U.S. public schools with the lowest levels of poverty (less than 10 percent 
eligible for FRPL) scored 62 points higher on average than the overall U.S. average. 


« Students in public schools in which at least half of all students were eligible for FRPL (50 to 74.9 percent and 75 
percent or more) scored, on average, lower than the overall U.S. average score (489 and 456, respectively, vs. 505). 


* Students in public schools in which less than half of all students were FRPL-eligible (less than 10 percent, 10 to 
249 percent, and 25 to 49.9 percent) scored, on average, higher than the overall US. average score (567, 559, and 
517, respectively, vs. 505). 


Figure R9. Average scores of U.S. 15-year-old public school students on the PISA reading literacy scale, by 
percentage of students enrolled in schools eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, based on principals' reports: 
2018 


‘Move the slider to switch between Scores and Differences. Differences —@ 
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Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 


IB Free or reduced-price lunch category average score BB Ditterence between category average score and U.S. average score 


! Interpret data with caution. Estimate is unstable due to high coefficient of variation (>30 percent and <50 percent). 
* p<.05, Significant at the .05 level of statistical significance. 


NOTE: Scores are reported on a scale from 0 to 1,000. The National School Lunch Program provides free or reduced-price lunch for students meeting certain 
Income guidelines. The percentage of students eligible for this program is an indicator of the socioeconomic level of families served by the school, Data in 
this figure are based on principals’ responses to a question in the school questionnaire that asked the approximate percentage of eligible students in the 
school during the previous school year, Free or reduced-price lunch data are for public schools only. 


SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for international Stucient Assessment (PISA), 2018 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
* Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


PISA 2018 Mathematics Literacy Results 


Explore How U.S. Mathematics Performance Compared Internationally in 2018 


Mathematics literacy was a minor domain in PISA 2018. For 2018, the PISA mathematics literacy assessment 
component included only trend items used in prior cycles of PISA, including the 2003 and 2012 cycles, when 
mathematics literacy was the major domain. Read more about the latest version of the mathematics literacy 
framework for PISA 2018. 
In PISA, the assessment of mathematics literacy focuses on students’ capacity to formulate, use, and interpret 
mathematics in a variety of contexts. In PISA, proficiency in mathematics is more than the ability to reproduce the 
knowledge of mathematical concepts and procedures; it is conceptualized as students’ ability to extrapolate from 
what they know and apply their knowledge in both familiar and unfamiliar situations. 
In PISA 2018, mathematics literacy is defined as students’ capacity to formulate, employ, 
and interpret mathematics in a variety of contexts. It includes reasoning mathematically 
and using mathematical concepts, procedures, facts, and tools to describe, explain, and 
predict phenomena. 


International Comparisons of Student Achievement 


How does the performance of U.S. 15-year-olds in mathematics compare 
internationally? 


Compared to the 77 other education systems in PISA 2018, the U.S. average mathematics literacy score 
was lower than the average in 30 education systems, higher than the average in 39 education systems, 
and not measurably different from the average in 8 education systems. 


« The U.S. average score (478) was lower than the OECD average score (489). 


* Compared to the 36 other OECD members, the U.S. average in mathematics literacy was lower than the average 
in 24 education systems, higher than in 6, and not measurably different than in 6. 


* Ona scale of 0 to 1,000, average scores in mathematics literacy across the education systems ranged from 591 in 
B-S-J-Z (China) to 325 in the Dominican Republic. 


See table M1 on the next page 
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Table MI. Average scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA mathematics literacy scale, by education system: 
2018 


aes nae, . pars 
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NOTE: Education systems are ordered by 2018 average score Education systems are marked as OECD countries if they were OECD members in 2018 the OECD 
average Is the average of the national averages of the OECD member cauntnes, with each country weighted equally Scores are reported on a scale from 0 to 
1000. Italics indicate non-OECD countries and education systems, 8-S-I-Z (China) rete tothe four PSSA participabng China provinces. Beyjng, Shangra 
Jiangsu, and Zhe}ang. Although Vietnam participated in PISA 2013, technical problems with its data prevent results from being discussed in this report 


‘SOURCE. Organization for Econemic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for International Student Assessment [PISA], 2018. 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


In addition to scale scores, PISA describes student performance in each subject area in terms of levels of proficiency, 
from the lowest level (Level 1) to the highest (Level 6). Students were classified into proficiency levels based on their 
scores, Descriptions of the skills and knowledge of students at each proficiency level can be found here. 


In the United States, 8 percent of 15-year-old students in 2018 were top performers in mathematics 
literacy, scoring at proficiency levels 5 and above; 27 percent were low performers in mathematics 
literacy, scoring below proficiency level 2. 


* The United States had a smaller percentage of top performers in mathematics literacy than the OECD average 
(8 vs. 11 percent, respectively). The U.S. percentage was larger than in 38 education systems, smaller than in 29 
education systems, and not measurably different from 10 education systems. The percentages of top-performing 
15-year-old students in mathematics literacy ranged from 44 percent in B-S-J-Z (China) to nearly 0 percent in 9 
education systems. 


The United States had a larger percentage of low performers in mathematics literacy than the OECD average 
(27 vs, 24 percent, respectively). The U.S. percentage was larger than in 30 education systems, smaller than in 39 
education systems, and not measurably different from 8 education systems. The percentages of low-performing 
15-year-old students in mathematics literacy ranged from 2 percent in B-S-J-Z (China) to 91 percent in the 
Dominican Republic. 


See figure M2 on the next page. 
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Figure M2. Percentage of 15-year-old students performing below level 2 or reaching mathematics literacy 
proficiency levels 5 and above, by education system: 2018 
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NOTE Education systems are ordered by 2018 percentages of 1S-year-olds in levels 5 and above. To reach 2 particular proficiency level, 2 student must correctly 
answer a majority of items at that level Students were classified into mathematics proficiency levels according to their scores Exact cut scoresare as follows: 
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3-2 (China) refers to the four PISA participating Chine provinces. Being. Shanghai, Jiangsu, ancl Zhejiang Although Vietnam participated in PISA 2018 technical 
problems with its data prevent results fram being discusced in this report. 


‘SOURCE Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), 2012, 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
* Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


How large is the gap in mathematics performance between top and bottom 
performers? 
Score gaps between top and bottom performers provide on 


system. The distribution of U.S. student scores in mathematics literacy showed a score gap of 241 
points between the 90th and 10th percentiles. 


* The US. score gap between the 90th and 10th percentiles (241 points) was not measurably different than the score 
gap across the OECD countries on average (235 points). 


* The US, score gap was smaller than the gap in 6 education systems, larger than the gap in 31, and not measurably 
different than the gap in 40 education systems. 


* Internationally, score gaps between the 90th and 10th percentiles ranged from 181 points in the Dominican 
Republic to 285 points in Israel. 


See figure M3 on the next page. 
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igure M3. Average scores and 10th and 90th percentile scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA 
mathematics literacy scale and percentile score gaps, by education system: 2018 


dralch onan edusaton stem loneltouewitscorce | Showall scores —=@ 

Education system Toth ‘Aug.seore goth Education system loth goth 
OECD average: ps i 7 Croatia” 
522Z/(chinal* as beet 
singorare a5 8 Turkey? 
Mocau (Chinal* 2-8 Ukeaine 
Hong Kong (China) $e reece 
Chinese Taipei . cyprus 
Japan" serbia 
Korea, Republic of Molaysia 
Estonis* albania’ 
Nothorlande Bulgaria! 
Poland United Arab Emirates" 
Swrtzorland Brunei Darussalam 
canads Romania! 
beamarke Montenegra, Pepubiic of 
Slovenia kazokstan* 
Baigum Moleovs, Republic of 
Finlane* Boku (Azerbaijan? 
sweden Thalland 
United Kingdom Uruguay" 
Norway chile 
commany Qatar 
reland” Mexico" 
czech Republic Scenia and Herzegovina” 
austria costa Rico” 
Lawat : Peru 
France Jordan 
iceland 2 cooryia 
New Zealand Ry ‘North Macedonia 
panugal ¢ stanon: 
Australia 2 Coloma" 
ussion Federation” + Brazil” 
ily ‘i Argentina’ 
Slovak Repulblic + Indonesia® 
Luxembourg” cal Soud) Arabia" 
Sein ¢ Morocco" 
Lithuania rs osore" 
ttueary £ arama" 
=o sae Philippines 
Belaras sas Dominican Republic™ 

waite” et —3 aa - Ze 

Le. l ssh "200 300 409 00 600 700 8001000 
0200 400 400 S00 600 700 6001.00 
‘score 
oth Poreentie ‘Average Scare 99th Percentile 
¢—_____s»____ 


“p< 05 Score gap issignificantly different from the LIS, oth to 1oth percentile score gap atthe 0 level af statistical significance 
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SOURCE Oryarization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OFCD!, Program for Intemational Student Assessment (PISA) 2018 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
* Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


Trend in Student Achievement 


Has there been any change in 15-year-olds’ performance in mathematics over time? 


LONG-TERM TREND 


PISA 2018 literacy scores can be compared to scores from previous cycles. For mathematics literacy, 
the earliest cycle to which 2018 scores can be compared is 2003. Compared to the earliest comparable 
PISA score in mathematics (in 2003), the average mathematics literacy score of U.S. 15-year-olds in 
2018 (478) was not measurably different than the average score in 2003 (483). 
* Among the 36 other education systems that participated in both 2003 and 2018, there were 10 education systems 
that reported higher average mathematics literacy scores in 2018 than in 2003. In these education systems, score 
increases from 2003 to 2018 ranged from 13 points in Latvia to 30 points each in Turkey and Macau (China). 


* In 13 education systems, average mathematics literacy scores for 15-year-olds were lower in 2018 than in 2003. In 
these education systems, score decreases from 2003 to 2018 ranged from 10 points in Luxembourg to 37 points in 
Finland. 


See table M4a on the next page. 
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Figure M4a. Average scores and changes in average scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA mathematics 


literacy scale, by education system: 2003 and 2018 
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\Interpret data with caution Estimate is unsteble because the standard error represents more than 50 percent of the estimate 
‘Int least 50 parcent but less than 75 percent ofthe 15-year-old population & covered by the PISA sample, 

NOTE: Data shown for education systems that participated in both cycles of PISA in 200% and 2018. Education systems ae ordered by 2018-2005 differencein 
_2vetaye score. The PISA math [ramework was revised in 2003. Because of changes in the framework. its Not possible to compere math learning outcomes from 
FISA 2000 with those from PISA 2003, 2006, 2009, 2012 2015, and 2018 Scocesare feported on a scale flom 0 01.000. Education ystems are marked as 
‘OECD counties if they were OECD members in 2018. talics indicate non-OECD countries and education systems. 

‘SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for International Studont Assossment (PISA), 2008 and 2018 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


SHORT-TERM TREND 


Compared to the most recent comparable PISA score in mathematics (in 2015), the average 
mathematics literacy score of U.S. 15-year-olds in 2018 (478) was not measurably different from the U.S. 
average score in 2015 (470). 


* Among the 63 other education systems that participated in both 2015 and 2018, there were 14 education systems 
that reported higher average mathematics literacy scores for 15-year-olds in 2018 than in 2015. In these education 
systems, score increases from 2015 to 2018 ranged from 7 points in Iceland to 33 points in Turkey. 


* In three education systems, average mathematics literacy scores for 15-year-olds were lower in 2018 than in 2015. 
In these education systems, score decreases from 2015 to 2018 ranged from 7 points in Malta to 14 points in 
Romania. 


See table M4b on the next page. 
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Figure Mab, Average scores and changes in average scores of 15-year-old stuslents on the PISA mathematics 
Iiteracy scale, by education system’ 2015 and 2018 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
* Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


Has there been any change over time in the mathematics performance of U.S. 15-year- 
olds’ scores at selected percentiles? 


In 2018, U.S. students at the 75th and 90th percentiles performed, on average, higher in mathematics 
literacy than U.S. students in the same percentile groups in 2015. No measurable differences were 
observed for the average mathematics cut scores associated with the 25th and the 10th percentile 
groups in 2018 and in any of the preceding cycles. 


* Looking at the distribution of U.S. scores in mathematics literacy in 2018, the cut scores associated with the 
90th percentile (598) and the 75th percentile (543) were higher than the corresponding cut scores at the 90th 
percentile (585) and the 75th percentile (532) in 2015. There was no measurable difference between any of the US. 
percentile cut scores in 2018 and in 2012, 2009, 2006, and 2003. 


Figure M5. Average score and selected percentile scores of U.S. 15-year-old students on the PISA 
mathematics literacy scale: Selected years 2003-2018 


Click on percentile label to view scores. 


Cut score 
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* p <.08, Significantly different from the 2018 score at the .0S level of statistical significance. 


NOTE: This figure shows the threshold (or cut) score for the following: (a) 10th percentile—the bottom 10 percent of students, (b) 25th percentile—the bottom 
25 percent of students; (c) 75th percentile—the top 25 percent of students; (d) 90th percentile—the top 10 percent of students. Scores are reported on a sca 
from 0 to 1,000, Although mathematics was assessed in 2000, because the mathematics framework was revised for PISA 2003, it is possible to look at 
changes in mathematics only from 2003 forward, 


RCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), 2003, 2006, 2009, 2012, 
2015, and 2018. 
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For More Information 
* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 


Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


Achievement by Student Groups 


Are there gender differences in mathematics performance among 15-year-olds? 


In 2018 in the United States, male 15-year-olds scored higher than their female peers. Among the 78 
education systems, male students scored higher, on average, than female students in 32 education 
systems, and female students scored higher, on average, than male students on the mathematics 
literacy scale in 14 education systems. 


* On average across OECD countries, male students outperformed female students in mathematics by 5 points. 


* In 14 education systems, females outperformed males on average, with score gaps ranging from 6 points in 
Finland to 24 points in Qatar. 


* In 32 education systems, males outperformed females on average, with score gaps ranging from 5 points in the 
Russian Federation and Canada to 20 points in Colombia. 


See figure M6 on the next page. 
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Figure M6. Difference in average scores of 15-year-old male and female students on the PISA mathematics 
literacy scale, by education system: 2018 
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+# Rounds to zero. 
| Interpret data with caution. Estimate is unstable due to high coefficient of varation (>30 percent and <50 percent) 
"interpret data with caution Estimate \s unstable because the standard error represents more than 50 parcent af the estimate 


| at least 50 percent but less than 75 percent of the 15-year-old population is covered by the PISA sample 
2 Less than 50 percent of the 15-year-old population is covered by the PISA sample. 

NOTE: Education systems are ordered by absolute male-female difference in 2018 average scores. Differences Were cornputed using unrounded numbers 
‘Scores are reperted on a scale from O to 000. Education systems are marked as OECD countries if they were OECD members in 2018, The OECD average is the 
average of the national average differencas of the OECD member countries, with each country weighted equally Italics indicate noa-OECD countries and 
‘education systems. B-S-1-Z (Chinal refers ta the four PISA participating China provinces: Bejing, Shanghai, Jiangsu, ang Zhejiang. although Vietnam 
patticipated in PISA 2016, technical problems with its date prevent results from being discussed in this report. 

‘SOURCE: Organization for Econornic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for International Student Assessinent (PISA), 2018 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


How does the mathematics performance of U.S. 15-year-olds vary by race/ethnicity? 


In 2018, White and Asian students in the United States scored higher than the overall U.S. average in 
mathematics literacy, while Hispanic and Black students scored lower. 


* Asian and White students, on average, had higher mathematics literacy scores (539 and 503, respectively) than 
the overall U.S. average score (478). The average mathematics literacy score of students reporting Two or more 
races (474) was not measurably different than the overall U.S. average score. Hispanic and Black students had 
lower average scores (452 and 419, respectively) than the U.S. average score. 


Figure M7. Average scores of U.S. 15-year-old students on the PISA mathematics literacy scale, by race/ethnicity: 
2018 
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Interpret data with caution. Estimate is unstable because the standard error represents more than SO percent of the estimate 
* p< .05 Significant at the .0S level of statistical significance. 

NOTE: Scores are reported on a scale fram 0 to 1,000. Reporting standards were not met for American Indian/Alaska Native and Native Hawalian/Other 
Pacific Islander. Black includes African American, and Hispanic includes Latino. Students who identified themselves as being of Hispanic origin were 
classified as Hispanic, regardless of their race. Although data for some race/ethnicities were not shown separately because the reporting standards were not 
‘met, they are included in the US. totals. 


‘SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for international Student Assessment (PISA), 2018. 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


How does the mathematics performance of U.S. 15-year-olds vary by measures of 
poverty? 
ECONOMIC, SOCIAL, AND CULTURAL STATUS 


The PISA 2018 questionnaire collected data on two measures of poverty: the economic, social, and 
cultural status (ESCS) index and a U.S.-only free or reduced-price lunch (FRPL) variable. The ESCS 

index is a student-level, international measure of socioeconomic status, while FRPL is a school-level, 
U.S.-only variable of school poverty. In 2018, U.S. 15-year-old students had lower average mathematics 
literacy scores than the OECD average scores in the bottom, second, and third ESCS quarters. There 
was no measurable difference between U.S. students’ average score and the OECD average score in the 
top ESCS quarter. 


Students were grouped into four quarters using the distribution of ESCS scores specific to each education system. 
Those in the bottom ESCS quarter report the highest levels of poverty while those in the top quarter report the 
lowest levels of poverty. 


US. students in the bottom ESCS quarter scored 16 points lower, on average, than the OECD average score in the 
bottom ESCS quarter. 


Average scores in mathematics by students’ socioeconomic status show that U.S. 15-year-old in the top ESCS 
quarter performed 98 points higher than those in the bottom quarter. Across the OECD countries on average, this 
score gap was smaller, at 87 points 


The US. score gap between the top and the bottom ESCS quarters was smaller than the score gaps in 4 education 
systems and higher than the score gaps in 39 education systems. 


See figure M8 on the next page. 
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Figure M8. Average scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA mathematics literacy scale, by national quarters 
of the PISA index of economic, social, and cultural status (ESCS): 2018 
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* p<.05, Significantly different from the US. average at the 0S level of statistical significance. 
NOTE: The PISA index of economic, social, and cultural status (ESCS) was created using student reports on parental occupation, the highest level of parental 
education, and an index of home possessions related to family wealth, home educational resources and possessions related to “classical” culture in the family 
home. The home possessions relating to “classical” culture in the family home included possessions such as works of classical literature, books of poetry, and 
works of art (eg. paintings). The OECD average is the average of the national averages of the OECD member countries, with each country weighted equally. 
Education systems are included in the OECD average if they were OECD members in 2018. Average scores by quarter are calculated based on the 
Gistribution of student scores within each education system. Scores are reported on a scale from 0 to 1,000. 


SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), 2018. 


For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 

© Visit the OECD website 

« Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


FREE OR REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH 


In 2018, students in U.S. public schools with the highest levels of poverty (75 percent or more of 
students eligible for FRPL) scored, on average, 50 points lower than the overall U.S. average in 
mathematics literacy, whereas students in U.S. public schools with the lowest levels of poverty (less 
than 10 percent eligible for FRPL) scored 68 points higher than the overall U.S. average. 
* Students in public schools in which at least half of all students were eligible for FRPL (50 to 74.9 percent and 75 
percent or more) scored, on average, lower than the overall U.S. average (463 and 429, respectively, vs. 478). 
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* Students in public schools in which less than half of all students were FRPL-eligible (less than 10 percent, 10 to 
24.9 percent, and 25 to 49.9 percent) scored, on average, higher than the overall U.S. average (547, 531, and 489, 
respectively, vs. 478). 


Figure M9. Average scores of U.S. 15-year-old public school students on the PISA mathematics literacy scale, by 
percentage of students enrolled in schools eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, based on principals’ reports: 
2018 
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! Interpret data with caution. Estimate is unstable due to high coefficient of variation (>30 percent and <50 percent), 
* p< .05, Significant at the .05 level of statistical significance 


NOTE: Scores are reported on a scale from 0 to 1,000. The National School Lunch Program provides free or reduced-price lunch for students meeting certain 
Income guidelines. The percentage of students eligible for this program is an Indicator of the socioeconomic level of families served by the school. Data in 
this figure are based on principals’ responses to a question in the school questionnaire that asked the approximate percentage of eligible students in the 
school during the previous school year. Free or reduced-price lunch data are for public schools only. 


SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for international Student Assessment (PISA), 2018. 


For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
© Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 
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PISA 2018 Science Literacy Results 


Explore How U.S. Science Performance Compared Internationally in 2018 


Science literacy was a minor domain in PISA 2018. For 2018, the PISA science literacy assessment component 
administered to students included only trend items used in prior cycles of PISA, including the 2006 and 2015 cycles, 
when science literacy was the major domain. Read more about the latest version of the science literacy framework for 
PISA 2018. 


In PISA, the assessment of science literacy focuses on students’ ability to engage with science-related issues, and with 
the ideas of science, as a reflective citizen. It requires students to engage in reasoned discourse about science and 
technology utilizing their knowledge of facts and theories to explain phenomena scientifically. It also requires students 
to know the standard methodological procedures and patterns of reasoning used in science to evaluate or design 
scientific inquiries and interpret evidence. 


In PISA 2018, science literacy is defined as students’ ability to engage with science-related 
issues, and with the ideas of science, as a reflective citizen. A scientifically literate person is 
willing to engage in reasoned discourse about science and technology, which requires the 
competencies to explain phenomena scientifically, evaluate and design scientific enquiry, 
and interpret data and evidence scientifically. 


International Comparisons of Student Achievement 


How does the performance of U.S. 15-year-olds in science compare internationally? 


Compared to the 77 other education systems in PISA 2018, the U.S. average science literacy score was 
lower than the average in 11 education systems, higher than the average in 55 education systems, and 
not measurably different from the average in 11 education systems 


* The U.S. average score (502) was higher than the OECD average score (489). 


* Compared to the 36 other OECD members, the U.S. average in science literacy was lower than the average in 6 
education systems, higher than in 19, and not measurably different than in 11 


* Ona scale of 0 to 1,000, average scores in science literacy across the education systems ranged from 590 points in 
B-S-J-Z (China) to 336 points in the Dominican Republic. 


See table S1 on the next page. 
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Table SI. Average scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA science literacy scale, by education system: 2018 
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SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), 2018, 
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For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
« Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


What is the percentage of 15-year-olds reaching the PISA proficiency levels in science? 


In addition to scale scores, PISA describes student performance in each subject area in terms of levels of proficiency, 
from the lowest level (Level 1) to the highest (Level 6), Students were classified into proficiency levels based on their 
scores, Descriptions of the skills and knowledge of students at each proficiency level can be found here. 


In the United States, 9 percent of 15-year-old students in 2018 were top performers in science literacy, 
scoring at proficiency levels 5 and above; 19 percent were low performers in science literacy, scoring 
below proficiency level 2. 


* The United States had a larger percentage of top performers in science literacy than the OECD average (9 vs.7 
percent, respectively). The U.S. percentage was larger than in 56 education systems, smaller than in 10 education 
systems, and not measurably different from 11 education systems. The percentages of top-performing 15-year-old 
students in science literacy ranged from 32 percent in B-S-J-Z (China) to nearly 0 percent in 18 education systems. 


* The United States had a smaller percentage of low performers in science literacy than the OECD average (19 vs. 22 
percent, respectively), The U.S. percentage was smaller than in 49 education systems, larger than in 12 education 
systems, and not measurably different from 16 education systems. The percentages of low-performing 15-year-old 
students in science literacy ranged from 2 percent in B-S-J-Z (China) to 85 percent in the Dominican Republic. 


See figure $2 on the next page. 
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Figure S2. Percentage of 15-year-old students performing below level 2 or reaching science literacy proficiency 
levels 5 and above, by education system: 2018 
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‘SOURCE Oreanization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Proaram for International Student Assessment (PISA), 2018, 
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* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
* Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


How large is the gap in science performance between top and bottom performers? 


Score gaps between top and bottom performers provide one indication of equity within an education 
system. The distribution of U.S. student scores in science literacy showed a score gap of 259 points 
between the 90th and 10th percentiles. 


* The US. score gap between the 90th and 10th percentiles (259 points) was larger than the score gap across the 
OECD countries on average (244 points). 


* The US, score gap was smaller than the gap in 2 education systems, larger than the gap in 50, and not measurably 
different than the gap in 25 education systems. 


+ Internationally, score gaps between the 90th and 10th percentiles ranged from 165 points in Kosovo to 293 points 
in Israel. 


See figure $3 on the next page. 


Page 41 of 64 


https://nces.ed.gov/surveys/pisa/pisa2018/index.asp#/ 


Figure $3. Average scores and 10th and 90th percentile scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA science 
literacy scale and percentile score gaps, by education system: 2018 


Move the slider to switch between showing and hiding scores 
or click on an education system label to view its scores, Show all scores —@ 
Education system 10th avg.score 90th Education system 10th soth 
orcp average” oe valy 
3522(chinal* = Slovak Republic 
singapore treet 
Macau (Chinal* alta’ 
Estonia® reece’ 
apen* hier 
Finland serbio* 
Korea, Republic of opr 
Canada Malaysia” 
Hong Kang (china) Lined rain Emirates 
Chinese Taipei Brunei Darussalam 
polana” Jordan é 
NewZealand Molcove, Republic oF le 
sloven® Thala ‘eo 
United Kingdom Uniguoy" ry 
Netherlands Romania \e. 
cermary sugar! eo 
Australia Mexico" J 
=o arar 
‘Sweden Albania* 
Belgium Costa Rica” 
cach Republic Montenegra, Republic of 
ireland s °. Colombia 
switzerland North Macedonia" 
France ¢ Peru 
Deamart + ‘argentina 
Portugal + Broz 
Norway + Bosnia ond Herzegovina® 
Austria cs Boku lAzerboijan)* 
Levis" kazaktston* 
spat ° > Indonesiar 
Lithuanie® ¢ oust arabia* 
Hungary + Lebanon 
ussion Federation* ¢ ceoraia* 
Luxembourg ¢ Morocco 
teelana” cs Kosovo" 
‘Croatia + Panama” 
Belarus* Pal Philippines!” 
Usroine™ Dominican Repubyic™ 
Turkey" + be ee 
Le a 7200 300 «00 $00 500 700 805.000 
5200 300 400 500 600 700 6001000 
score 
10th Percentile ‘Average Score 0th Percentile 
¢—___.1—___ 


+ p<.05, Score gap is significantly different from the US, 90th to 10th percentile score gap at the 05 level of statistical significance. 
1 At least 50 percent but less than 75 percent ofthe 15-year-old population is covered by the PISA sample. 

2 Less than $0 percent ofthe 15-year-old population is covered by the PISA somple. 
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‘SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for international Student Assessment (PISA), 2018, 
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Trends in Student Achievement 


Has there been any change in 15-year-olds’ performance in science over time? 
LONG-TERM TREND 


PISA 2018 literacy scores can be compared to scores from previous cycles. For science literacy, the 
earliest cycle to which 2018 scores can be compared is 2006. Compared to the earliest comparable 
PISA score in science (in 2006), the average science literacy score of U.S. 15-year-olds in 2018 (502) was 
higher than the average score in 2006 (489). 


* Among the 52 other education systems that participated in both 2006 and 2018, there were 7 education systems 
that reported higher average science literacy scores in 2018 than in 2006. In these education systems, score 
increases ranged from 13 points in Poland and Brazil to 70 points in Qatar. 


* In 22 education systems, average science literacy scores for 15-year-olds were lower in 2018 than in 2006. In these 
education systems, score decreases from 2006 to 2018 ranged from 10 points in Bulgaria, Luxembourg, and the 
United Kingdom to 41 points in Finland. 


See table S4a on the next page. 
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Table S4a. Average scores and changes in average scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA science literacy 
scale, by education system: 2006 and 2018 
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SHORT-TERM TREND 


Compared to the most recent comparable PISA score in science (in 2015), the average science literacy 
score of U.S. 15-year-olds in 2018 (502) was not measurably different from the U.S. average score in 2015 
(496). 


* Among the 63 other education systems that participated in both 2015 and 2018, there were 6 education systems 
that reported higher average science literacy scores for 15-year-olds in 2018 than in 2015. In these education 
systems, score increases ranged from 6 points in Cyprus to 43 points in Turkey. 


* In 20 education systems, average science literacy scores for 15-year-olds were lower in 2018 than in 2015. In these 
education systems, score decreases ranged from 6 points in Slovenia to 28 points in Georgia 


See table S4b on the next page. 
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Has there been any change over time in the science performance of U.S. 15-year-olds’ 


scores at selected percentiles? 


In 2018, U.S. students at the 10th and 25th percentiles performed, on average, higher in science literacy 
than U.S. students in the same percentile groups in 2006. No measurable differences were observed 
for the average science scores and cut scores associated with the 75th and 90th percentile groups in 


2018 and in any preceding cycles. 


* Looking at the distribution of U.S. scores in science literacy, the cut score associated with the 25th percentile 
in 2018 (433) was higher than the 25th percentile cut score in 2006 (412). There was no measurable difference 
between the U.S. 25th percentile cut score in 2018 and the corresponding cut scores in 2015, 2012, and 2009. 


* The cut score associated with the U.S. 10th percentile in 2018 (371) was also higher than the 10th percentile cut 
score in 2006 (349). There was no measurable difference between the U.S. 10th percentile cut score in 2018 and 
the corresponding cut scores in 2015, 2012, and 2009. 


* There were no measurable differences between the 75th and 90th percentile cut scores in 2018 and the 
corresponding cut scores in 2015, 2012, 2009, and 2006. 


Figure S5. Average score and selected percentile scores of U.S, 15-year-old students on the PISA science 
literacy scale: Selected years 2006-2018 


Click on percentile label 10 view scares. 


cut score 
ooo 
700 
cso 628 «9 6 ae 
——_—a34e—_q—_=—__4 ‘90th percentile 
600 ‘567 ‘S72 563 oer =e 
Rr sei 2th percentite 
550 
soz 502 
497 496 
cco 87 ry e ——©  wrerase score 
43 43 ocd 
425 
450 eS a - e, 25th percentile 
400 31% “1 368 an 


ee 10th percentile 
350 


13} 2006 2008 2012 2015 2018 


Year 


* p<.05, Significantiy different from the 2018 score at the .05 level of statistical significance. 
NOTE: This tiqure shows the threshold (or Cut) core for the following: (a) 10th percentile—the bottom 10 percent of students; [b) 26th percent 
per nts; (c) 75th percentila—the top 25 percent of students; (d) 90th percentile—the top 10 percent of students, 
‘romm 0 407,000. Although science was assessed in 2000 and 2003, because the science framework was revised for 2006, it is 
science only trom 2006 forward. 


ible 10 look at changes in 


‘SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development | 
and 2018, 


CD), Program for Intemational Student Assessment (P'SA|, 2006, 2009, 2012, 2015, 


Page 47 of 64 


https://nces.ed.gov/surveys/pisa/pisa2018/index.asp#/ 
For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 
* Visit the OECD website 


* Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


Achievement by Student Groups 


Are there gender differences in science performance among 15-year-olds? 


In the United States, there was no measurable difference between the average science scores of 
male and female students in 2018. Female students scored higher, on average, than male students on 
the science literacy scale in 34 education systems, and male students scored higher in 6 education 
systems. 


* On average across OECD countries, females outperformed male students in science by 2 points. 


* In 34 education systems, females outperformed males on average, with score gaps ranging from 5 points in 
Luxembourg, Estonia, and Baku (Azerbaijan) to 39 points in Qatar, 


* In 6 education systems, males outperformed females on average, with score gaps ranging from 13 points in Peru 
and B-S-J-Z (China) to 9 points in Costa Rica and Mexico. 


See figure S6 on the next page. 
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Figure S6. Difference in average scores of 15-year-old male and female students on the PISA science literacy 
scale, by education system: 2018 


Difference in favor Difference in favor 
Education system, Education system offemales 

OECD average Croatia 
Peru! Montenegro, Republic of 
B-S-2-2 (China) Luxembourg 
Colombia! Lebanon 
argentina Estonia 
Costa Rica! Serbir 
Mexico! Baku (Azerbaijan)? 
Hungary Kesovo 
Portugal Slovak Republic 
Balgium Lithuania 
Korea Republic of Moloysio’ 
singopore ‘Brunei Darussalam 
Chile Indonesia 
aly Kazakhstan 
Urugucy Turkey? 
Belarus Sweden 
Japan Netherlands 
Austria Latvia 
Ukraine Iceland 
New Zealand Hong Kong (China) 
Australia Morocco! 
span Dominican Republic! 
United Kingdom. Slovenia 
Chinese Taipei Norway 


Russian Federation ‘Moldova, Republic of 


<== Greece 
Panama! ceorgia 
Poland Bulgorat 
Switerianal Albani 
romania? North Mecedonia 9 
Bosnia and Herzegovina Israel 9 
cermany Thaitand! 20 
ireland alte a 
Brazil" ‘Cyprus a 
Crech Republic Finland 2 
France United Arab Emirates 26 
Macau (Chine) saudi arabia 2 
Denmark Jordan! 29) 
canada gator 2 
Philippines! 100 80 69 40 20 0 20 40 60 80700 


00 80 GO 40 20 0 20 40 60 80100 
Difference in average science literacy scores 


De ae 
statically significant st tho OS bral ofigifeace ‘reasonably enone 


+## Rounds to zero, 
Interpret data with caution. Estimate is unstable due to high coefficient of variation ($30 percent and <50 percent) 

! interpret data with caution. Estimate ic unstable because the standard error represents more than 50 percentof the estimate. 
1 At least 50 percent but less than 75 percent of the 15-year-old population is covered by the PISA sample. 

2 Less than 50 percent of the 15-year-old population is covered by the PISA sample. 


NOTE: Education systems are ordered by absolute male-fernale difference in 2018 average scores Differences were computed using unrounded numbers 
Scores are reported on a scale from 0 to 1,000 Education systems are marked as OECD countries if they were OECD members in 2018 The OECD average is the 
average of the national average differences of the OECD member countries, with each country weighted equally. telics indicate nor-OECD countries and 
‘education systems. B-$-1-2 (China) refers to the four PISA participating China provinces. Bejing, Shanghai, Jiangsu, and Zhejiang Although Vietnam 
participated in PISA 2018, technical problems with its data prevent results from being discussed in this report 

‘SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) Program for International Student Assessment (PSA), 2018, 
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How does the science performance of U.S. 15-year-olds vary by race/ethnicity? 


In 2018, White and Asian students in the United States scored higher than the overall U.S. average in 
science literacy, while Hispanic and Black students scored lower. 


* Asian and White students, on average, had higher science literacy scores (551 and 529, respectively) than the 
overall U.S. average score (502). The average science literacy score of students reporting Two or more races (502) 
was not measurably different from the U.S. average score. Hispanic and Black students had lower average scores 
(478 and 440, respectively) than the U.S. average score. 


Figure S7. Average scores of U.S. 15-year-old students on the PISA science literacy scale, by race/ethnicity: 2018 
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classified as Hispanic, regardless of their race. Although data for some race/ethnicities were not shown separately because the reporting standards were not 
‘met, they are included in the US. totals. 


SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), 2018. 
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How does the science performance of U.S. 15-year-olds vary by measures of poverty? 
ECONOMIC, SOCIAL, AND CULTURAL STATUS 


The PISA 2018 questionnaire collected data on two measures of poverty: the economic, social, and 
cultural status (ESCS) index and a U.S.-only free or reduced-price lunch (FRPL) variable. The ESCS index 
is a student-level, international measure of socioeconomic status, while FRPL is a school-level, U.S.- 
only variable of school poverty. In 2018, U.S. 15-year-old students had a higher average science literacy 
score than the OECD average score within each of the four ESCS quarters. 


Students were grouped into four quarters using the distribution of ESCS scores specific to each education system. 
Those in the bottom ESCS quarter report the highest levels of poverty while those in the top quarter report the 
lowest levels of poverty. 


Score differences between the U.S. and OECD average scores were 13, 9, 12, and 18 points in the bottom, second, 
third, and top ESCS quarters, respectively. 


Average scores in science by students’ socioeconomic status show that US. 15-year-olds in the top ESCS quarter 
performed 92 points higher than those in the bottom quarter. Across the OECD countries on average, this score 
gap was 87 points. 


The U.S, score gap between the top and the bottom ESCS quarters was smaller than the score gaps in 6 education 
systems and higher than the score gaps in 35 education systems. 


See figure S8 on the next page. 
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Figure S8. Average scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA science literacy scale, by national quarters of the 
PISA index of economic, social, and cultural status (ESCS): 2018 
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* p<.05, Significantly different from the US. average at the 0S level of statistical significance. 
NOTE: The PISA index of economic, social, and cultural status (ESCS) was created using student reports on parental occupation, the highest level of parental 
education, and an index of home possessions related to family wealth, home educational resources and possessions related to “classical” culture in the family 
home. The home possessions relating to “classical” culture in the family home included possessions such as works of classical literature, books of poetry, and 
works of art (eg, paintings). The OECD average is the average of the national averages of the OECD member countries, with each country weighted equally. 
Education systems are included in the OECD average if they were OECD members in 2018. Average scores by quarter are calculated based on the 
Gistribution of student scores within each education system. Scores are reported on a scale from 0 to 1,000. 


SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), 2018. 
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FREE OR REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH 


In 2018, students in U.S. public schools with the highest levels of poverty (75 percent or more of 
students eligible for FRPL) scored, on average, 48 points lower than the overall U.S. average in science 
literacy, whereas students in U.S. public schools with the lowest levels of poverty (less than 10 percent 
eligible for FRPL) scored 57 points higher than the overall U.S. average. 


* Students in public schools in which at least half of all students were eligible for FRPL (5O to 74.9 percent and 75 
percent or more) scored, on average, lower than the overall U.S. average (487 and 454, respectively, vs. 502). 
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* Students in public schools in which less than half of all students were FRPL-eligible (less than 10 percent, 10 to 
24.9 percent, and 25 to 49.9 percent) scored, on average, higher than the overall U.S. average (560, 554, and 516, 
respectively, vs. 502). 


Figure S9. Average scores of U.S. 15-year-old public school students on the PISA science literacy scale, by 
percentage of students enrolled in schools eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, based on principals’ reports: 
2018 
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NOTE: Scores are reported on a scale from 0 to 1,000. The National School Lunch Program provides free or reduced-price lunch for students meeting certain 
income guidelines. The percentage of students eligible for this program is an indicator of the socioeconomic level of families Served by the school, Data in 
this figure are based on principals’ responses to a question in the school questionnaire that asked the approximate percentage of eligible students in the 
school during the previous school year. Free or reduced-price lunch data are for public schools only. 


SOURCE: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Program for international Student Assessment (PISA), 2018. 
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PISA 2018 Financial Literacy Results 


Explore How U.S. Financial Literacy Performance Compared Internationally in 2018 


Financial literacy is offered as an optional domain in PISA. For 2018, the PISA financial literacy assessment component 
administered to students included new interactive items, as well as trend items used in prior cycles of PISA, including 
the 2012 and 2015 cycles. Read more about the latest version of the financial literacy framework for PISA 2018. 

In PISA, the assessment of financial literacy focuses on students’ ability to understand and engage with financial 
concepts and risks and apply their knowledge to real-life situations. 

In PISA 2018, financial literacy is defined as the knowledge and understanding of financial concepts 
and risks, and the skills, motivation, and confidence to apply such knowledge and understanding in 
order to make effective decisions across a range of financial contexts, to improve the financial well- 
being of individuals and society, and to participate in economic life. 


International Comparison of Student Achievement 


How does the performance of U.S. 15-year-olds in financial literacy compare 
internationally? 


Compared to the 19 other education systems in PISA 2018, the U.S. average financial literacy score was 
lower than the average in 4 education systems, higher than the average in 11 education systems, and 
not measurably different from the average in 4 education systems. 
* The U.S. average score (506) was not measurably different from the OECD average score (505). 
* Compared to the 12 other OECD members, the U.S. average in financial literacy was lower than the average in 
4 education systems, higher than the average in 4 education systems, and not measurably different from the 
average in 4 education systems. 


* Ona scale of 0 to 1,000, average scores in financial literacy across the education systems ranged from 547 in 
Estonia to 388 in Indonesia. 


Page 54 of 64 


https://nces.ed.gov/surveys/pisa/pisa2018/index.asp#/ 


Table FLI. Average scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA financial literacy scale, by education system: 2018 
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What is the percentage of 15-year-olds reaching the PISA proficiency levels in financial 
literacy? 


In addition to scale scores, PISA describes student performance in financial literacy in terms of levels of proficiency, 
from the lowest level (Level 1) to the highest (Level 5). Students are classified into proficiency levels based on their 
scores, Descriptions of the skills and knowledge of students at each proficiency level can be found here. 


In the United States, 12 percent of 15-year-old students in 2018 were top performers in financial 


literacy, scoring at proficiency level 5; 16 percent were low performers, scoring below proficiency 
level 2. 


* The percentage of top performers in financial literacy in the United States was not measurably different from 
the OECD average. The US. percentage was larger than the percentage in 14 education systems, smaller than the 
percentage in 3 education systems, and not measurably different from the percentage in 2 education systems 


The percentages of top-performing 15-year-old students in financial literacy ranged from nearly 0 percent in 
Indonesia to 20 percent in Finland. 


The percentage of low performers in financial literacy in the United States was not measurably different from 
the OECD average. The US. percentage was smaller than the percentage in 9 education systems, larger than the 
percentage in 5 education systems, and not measurably different from the percentage in 5 education systems, 


The percentages of low-performing 15-year-old students in financial literacy ranged from 5 percent in Estonia to 
57 percent in Indonesia. 


Figure FL2, Percentage of 15-year-old students performing below level 2 or reaching financial literacy 
proficiency level 5, by education system: 2018 
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How large is the gap in financial literacy performance between top and bottom 


performers? 
Score gaps between top and bottom performers provide one indication of equity within an education 
system. The distribution of U.S. student scores in financial literacy showed a score gap of 266 points 
between the 90th and 10th percentiles. 
* The U.S. score gap between the 90th and 10th percentiles (266 points) was larger than the score gap across the 
OECD countries on average (242 points). 
* The U.S. score gap was larger than the gap in 13 education systems and not measurably different from the gap in 
6 education systems. 
* Internationally, score gaps between the 90th and 10th percentiles ranged from 205 points in Latvia to 275 points 
in Australia. 


Figure FL3. Average scores and 10th and 90th percentile scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA financial 
literacy scale and percentile score gaps, by education system: 2018 
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Has there been any change in 15-year-olds’ performance in financial literacy over time? 


LONG-TERM TREND 


PISA 2018 literacy scores can be compared to scores from previous cycles. For financial literacy, the 
earliest cycle to which 2018 scores can be compared is 2012. Compared to the earliest comparable PISA 
score in 2012 (492), there was no measurable difference with the average financial literacy score of U.S. 


15-year-olds in 2018 (506). 


* Among the 8 other education systems that participated in both 2012 and 2018, Estonia reported a higher average 
financial literacy score in 2018 than in 2012, with a score increase of 18 points. 


« In Australia, the average financial literacy score for 15-year-olds was lower in 2018 than in 2012, with a score 


decrease of 15 points. 


Table FL4a. Average scores and changes in average scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA financial literacy 


scale, by education system: 2012 and 2018 
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SHORT-TERM TREND 
Compared to the most recent comparable PISA score in 2015 (487), there was no measurable 


difference with the average financial literacy score of U.S. 15-year-olds in 2018 (506). 


* Among the Tl other education systems that participated in both 2015 and 2018, there were 5 education systems 
that reported higher average financial literacy scores for 15-year-olds in 2018 than in 2015. Score increases ranged 
from 24 points in Spain to 50 points in Lithuania. 


+ None of the education systems reported a decline in average financial literacy scores between 2015 and 2018. 


Table FL4b. Average scores and changes in average scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA financial literacy 
scale, by education system: 2015 and 2018 
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Has there been any change over time in the financial literacy performance of U.S. 
15-year-olds’ scores at selected percentiles? 
In 2018, U.S. students at the 10th percentile performed, on average, higher in financial literacy than 
U.S. students in the same percentile group in 2015 but not measurably different from U.S. students in 
2012. No measurable differences were observed between 2018 and either 2015 or 2012 in the financial 
literacy cut scores associated with the 25th, 75th, or 90th percentile groups. 
* Looking at the distribution of U.S. scores in financial literacy, the cut score associated with the 10th percentile 
in 2018 (371) was higher than the 10th percentile cut score in 2015 (346). There was no measurable difference 
between the U.S. 10th percentile cut scores in 2018 and 2012. 


« There were no measurable differences between the 25th, 75th, and 90th percentile cut scores in 2018 and the 
corresponding cut scores in 2015 and 2012. 


Figure FLS. Average scores and percentile scores of U.S. 15-year-old students on the PISA financial literacy scale 
at selected percentiles: 2012, 2015, and 2018 
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Achievement by Student Groups 


Are there gender difference: 


financial literacy performance among 15-year-olds? 

In the United States, there was no measurable difference between the average financial literacy scores 
of male and female students in 2018. Female students scored higher, on average, than male students 
on the financial literacy scale in 3 education systems, and male students scored higher in 3 education 
systems. 


* On average across OECD countries, male students outperformed female students in financial literacy by 2 points. 


* In3 education systems, males outperformed females on average, with score gaps ranging from 7 points in Poland 
to 15 points in Italy, 


* In3 education systems, females outperformed males on average, with score gaps ranging from 12 points in 
Georgia to 19 points in Bulgaria. 


Figure FL6. Difference in average scores of 15-year-old male and female students on the PISA financial literacy 
scale, by education system: 2018 
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How does the financial literacy performance of U.S. 15-year-olds vary by race/ethnicity? 


In 2018, White and Asian students in the United States scored higher than the overall U.S. average in 
financial literacy, while Hispanic and Black students scored lower. 


* Asian and White students, on average, had higher financial literacy scores (554 and 532, respectively) than the 
overall U.S. average score (506). The average financial literacy score of students reporting Two or more races (518) 
was not measurably different from the U.S. average score. Hispanic and Black students had lower average scores 
(475 and 446, respectively) than the U.S. average score. 


Figure FL7. Average scores of US. 15-year-old stuclents on the PISA financial literacy scale, by race/ethnicity: 
2018 
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How does the financial literacy performance of U.S. 15-year-olds vary by measures of 
poverty? 


ECONOMIC, SOCIAL AND CULTURAL STATUS 


The PISA 2018 questionnaire collected data on two measures of poverty: the economic, social, and 
cultural status (ESCS) index and a U.S.-only free or reduced-price lunch (FRPL) variable. The ESCS index 
is a student-level, international measure of socioeconomic status, while FRPL is a school-level, U.S.- 
specific variable of school poverty for public schools only. In 2018, U.S. 15-year-old students had a lower 
average financial literacy score than the OECD average score in the bottom ESCS quarter and a higher 
average score than the OECD average score in the top quarter. There were no measurable differences 
between U.S. students’ average scores and OECD average scores in the second and third ESCS quarters. 


* Students were grouped into four quarters using the distribution of ESCS scores specific to each education system. 
Those in the bottom ESCS quarter report the highest levels of poverty while those in the top quarter report the 
lowest levels of poverty. 


* The average U.S. score for students in the bottom ESCS quarter was 9 points lower than the corresponding OECD 
average score, while the average U.S. score for students in the top ESCS quarter was TI points higher than the 
corresponding OECD average score. 


Average scores in financial literacy by students’ socioeconomic status show that U.S. 15-year-olds in the top ESCS 
quarter performed 98 points higher than those in the bottom quarter. Across the OECD countries on average, this 
score gap was 78 points. 


* The US, score gap between the top and the bottom ESCS quarters was smaller than the score gap in one 
education system (Peru) and larger than the score gaps in 11 education systems. 


* The score gap between the top and the bottom ESCS quarters ranged from 50 points in Indonesia to 118 points in 
Peru. 


Figure FL8. Average scores of 15-year-old students on the PISA financial literacy scale, by national quarters of 
the PISA Index of economic, social, and cultural status (ESCS)-2018 
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FREE OR REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH 


In 2018, students in U.S. public schools with the highest levels of poverty (75 percent or more of 
students eligible for FRPL) scored, on average, 49 points lower than the overall U.S. average in financial 
literacy, whereas students in U.S. public schools with the lowest levels of poverty (less than 10 percent 
eligible for FRPL) scored 59 points higher than the overall U.S. average. 


* Students in public schools in which at least half of all students were eligible for FRPL (50 to 74.9 percent and 75 
percent or more) scored, on average, lower than the overall U.S. average score (493 and 457, respectively, vs. 506). 


* Students in public schools in which less than half of all students were FRPL-eligible (less than 10 percent, 10 to 
249 percent, and 25 to 49.9 percent) scored, on average, higher than the overall US. average score (565, 558, and 
516, respectively, vs. 506). 


Figure FL9, Average scores of U.S. 15-year-old public school stucients on the PISA financial literacy scale, by 
percentage of students enrolled in schools eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, based on principals’ reports 
2018 


otters swnen are cd onc | 
iis 


1900 


650 


US avg (508) 


75 percent 5010749 2510499 Toto249 Less than 
or mete percent percent percent 10 percent 


Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 


Freer reduced-price lncheategoryaeragescore 


ference between category average score and US average score 


Interpret dstawith caution Estimate eur ohighcoeticient of vation 30 percant and “50 percent 


For More Information 


* For the Accessible version of this table/figure, please see the corresponding data table (Download Excel file) 
* See Technical Notes (including Coverage of Target Population Table A-4) 

* Visit the OECD website 

« Read the International PISA 2018 Report and Assessment Framework 


Page 64 of 64 


